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TERRORISM: 
TOWARD AN A_UALYTIC FOUNDATION 

Terrorism The word packs a hrgh-cahber emotronal punch For most Amerrcans, it 

evokes nnages of mangled bodies and shadowy killers Presrdent Clinton and Chanman of 

the Joint Chrefs of StafT Shahkashvrli have both rdentrfied terrorism as a hrgh pnorrty 

trans-mrllemal natronal securrty issue Preceded by a proscnptrve verb like combat, or 

counter, it ranks brgh m the hst of American foragn pohcy objectives Mrhtary strategrsts, 

plannmg for the twenty-first century, concede wrthout enthusrasm that Instruments to counter 

terronsm must figure prominently among essential mrhtary capabrhtres Internatronal affarrs 

experts agree Notrng the current asymmetry of mrhtary power between the U S and other 

states m the world and the growmg number of non-state actors potentrally eager to make then 

mark, these experts project the possrbrhty of mcreased use of terrorism and express deep 

concern that future attacks wrll use more lethal mater& 

However, whrle there 1s wrde agreement that terronsm IS a growmg challenge to the 

United States and the world commumty, there IS less agreement on what, exactly, 

constitutes an act of terrorism Popular usage and news parlance have stretched the 

term to cover everythmg from attempts at extortron by lacmg consumer products with 

harmful substances, to placmg obscene telephone calls to harass someone, and even to 

currency speculatron 1 Admrttedly, most thoughtful people would not consrder the 

cases crted above typical terronst attacks Yet, the fact that the term 1s stretched to 

‘Adnan Guelke pnxldes a nell researched and entertammg drscusflon of the elastxlty wth whxh terronsm IS 
apphed to a growng I anee of mcxients m the mtroductory chapter of The Age of Terrorzsm and the 
Internahonal Pohhcal System (London Tauns Acadermc Shxhes, 1995), pp l-3 
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include them at all suggests these cases share, m one way or other, some charactenstrcs 

of terronsm, or, m other words, that both wnter and reader could conceive of these as 

terronst mcrdents, albeit margmal ones One mrght conclude, then, that a careful 

revrew of mcrdents widely consrdered to be typical of terronsm would reveal which 

features define or descnbe the core group of acts we consider terrorist, and, at the 

same time, drfferentrate that core from other, non-terronst uses of force 

Unfortunately, it is not that simple In fact, a review of only two or three cases 

quickly demonstrates that there 1s httle agreement about the essentral features of 

terronsm The pubhc generally understands rt m terms of stereotypes P011t1cEuls 

and pohcymakers often rely on nnphcit defimtrons that claun the moral hrgh ground and 

capture pohtrcal advantage Adrmttedly, fuzzy defimtrons prove exceedmgly useful m 

some contexts Defimtrons unable to wrthstand close scrutmy, however, can provide 

nerther the clanty nor the predrctrve capabrhty required for sohd analysrs They cannot 

provrde a foundatron for the kmd of hard-edged tactical and operatronal planmng 

necessary to evaluate the potential for terronsm -- from any source -- to constrtute a 

fundamental challenge to Amencan secunty or values over the next twenty years, nor 

do they suggest appropnate mechamsms for responding to that challenge 

Thrs essay sets out to evaluateJust what questions need to be answered to take that 

cold, hard look at terronsm It IS first and foremost an exammatron of definmons In . 

the first sectron, a revrew of several incidents wrdely considered to be terronst 

demonstrates the lack of defimtronal clanty m our current thmkmg about terronsm and 

how rt drfEers from other uses of force Insrghts offered by that revrew suggest whrch 

questrons must be addressed by a more satisfactory defimtron A second sectron 

proposes an alternate approach to terronsm, one based on the premrse that terronsm 

fits at some pomt wrthm a spectrum of all uses of force Thrs evaluatron of terronsm -- 
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as a military maneuver, If you will -- offers a rewardmg set of cnteria for determinmg 

which specific features dlstm(lzllsh terronsm from its neighbors on that spectrum 

Finally, a concludmg section exammes this proposed defimtlon of terronsm as 

maneuver wlthm a broader context of pohtlcs, legtnnacy, and state use of coercive 

force 

A MAZE OF CONTRADICTORY FEATURES2 

As noted m the mtroductlon, most informed people would not exclude the 

posslblllty that currency speculation mth intent to damage a country’s economy, 

tampenng vvlth baby food urlth intent to extort, and telephone harassment vvlth mtent to 

intlrmdate cozrld be some type of terronsm, although they would consider none of these 

a typical terronst attack Typical terronst mcidents, they would hkely respond, mvolve 

a surpnse attack by bliddle East terronsts on mnocent Chileans who happened to be on 

the wrong bus or plane at the wrong tune Ifthey cited examples, incidents such as the 

1988 bombmg of Pan Am 103 over Lockerble, Scotland, the 1983 bombmg of the 

Manne barracks m Benut, and the more recent bombmg of the Khobar Towers m 

Saud1 Arabia would probably figure near the center of most people’s perception of 

typical terronsm 

Yet, a partial and rather super&ml review of these three cases qmckly demonstrates 

that even mcldents generally understood as typical of terronsm offer conthctmg notlons 

of what specific features drfferentlate terronsm Tom other acts of violence or uses of 

coercion or force The two attacks in Ben-ut and SauQ Arabia offer the first 

defimtlonal paradox, for, although terronsm 1s generally considered as violence drected 

2Cardmal Wolsey s mlcked& mtncate bo.urvood maze at Hampton Court protldes the metaphor for mq’ attempt 
to trace the logs that makes us cons&r an mcldent terronsm - or makes us certam it IS not 
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at crvrhans, we accept wrthout much question that these two attacks were, m fact, 

terronst acts Yet, m both cases, the vrctrms were U S mrhtary personnel, deployed 

on officral orders, conductmg official U S busmess when they were attacked What 

makes these two attacks terronsm3 What drfferentrates them, for example, from acts 

of war’, 

By anyone’s account, the bombmg of Pan Am 103 was a qumtessentral act of 

terronsm Yet, a review of the event to try to extract the logic that defines rt as 

terronsm and not some other kmd of use of vrolence leads down a number of tangled 

pathways 3 Frrst, terronsm IS frequently described as an effort to “terrorize” vrctrms, 

often m an attempt to reach a secondary, usually pohtrcal, objective Yet, rfwe reflect 

bnefly on the tragrc 1988 bombing of Pan Am 103, rt IS clear the perpetrator’s mtent m 

thrs case was to krll the plane’s unfortunate passengers, and not srmply to fnghten 

them Terror, then, seems to have had no part m this mcrdent, unless it was armed m 

the most general way at mtematronal travelers who use an servrce Even accepting 

that possrbrhty, however, for what purpose would one tighten mtematronal travelers? 

One cannot really be certam the perpetrators’ agenda went beyond the bombmg to a 

secondary pohtrcal goal, for none was ever stated Thus, smce neither “terror” nor 

“pohtrcal agenda” IS apparent m thrs case, we either have to conclude (a) that the 

bombing of Pan Am lC3 was not terronsm -- an unacceptable conclusron by anyone’s 

standards, or (b) that nather terror, nor a secondary pohtrcal agenda IS an essential, 

def’inmg feature of terronsm 

3Throughout thrs sectron the reader IW~I almost certamly find a number of dlsmgenuous propositrons 
Accusation adrmtted Howe er, rn an effort to probe the valrd~ry of our assumptions about what terronsm IS, 
and -&at it is not, I ha\ e mslsted on some almost qru~otrc patterns of 1og1c Yes, the author does thmk that 
Pan Am 102 nas terronsm The point here IS not, however, whether, but nhy 
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If, however, the answer IS (b), as indeed It must be, we are even farther from a 

defimtlon than we were when we started we now seem to be saymg that terronsm can 

attack rmlltary targets as well as c~v~hans, that It does not have to mclude a particular 

‘terror” component, and that it need not carry with xt a pohttlcal objective However, 

if terrorism IS, then., snnply an unexpected attack on unsuspectmg people, what 

dfierentiates the bombmg of Pan Am 103 from, for example, the wanton Wg of 

customers happily downmg hamburgers and fnes in a fast food restaurant who are 

suddenly gunned down by a hooded assarlant wieldmg an automatic ntlev 

Thus is a case of reductzo ad absurdim, you say, these acts are somehow 

findamentally dfierent, and the dtierence 1s the perpetrator Surely, thmkmg logically 

about the perpetrator wdl lead us away from thus n&culous conclusion In fact, as we 

shall see, the ldentrty of the perpetrator 1s a cntlcal element m much of our mtultlve 

understanding of what dflerentlates terronsm from other uses of force and coercion -- 

a pomt that bears fbrther exammatlon 

In the case of our hypothetical4 fast food restaurant, the gunman IS a crnnmal, 

presumably workmg alone In the case of the bombing of Pan Am 103, the IYmted 

States has accused speafic Libyan agents and suggested that they acted with comphclty 

of the Libyan government If we extract, then, a defimtlonal formula from the Pan Am 

lC3 bombmg, rt woujd be somethmg hke: 

“state- + “agents” + “bombing” + ‘Gnocent cwilians” + “purpose unknown” = “terrorism.” 

At first ths appears to be a reasonable suggetion for defimng terronsm On 

reflectIon, however, we find we have still not worked our way out of the maze For, 

were we to accept the formula as It stands, we would have to consider Alhed strategc 

4Alth~ugh Be are all farmhar myth cases of tis land, I am not refemng here to any specxfic madent hence the 
charactenzahon as “hypothetml ” It wll appear agam as a land of “control” definmon later m the essay 
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bombmg of clvrhan targets m Germany and the nuclear bombs dropped on Huoshrma 

and Nagasakr durmg the second world war as terronst mcrdents In fact. some would 

argue that the World War JI attacks on crvrhan targets were a most effectrve use of 

terronsm smce there was clear mtent to krll a large number of people m order to create 

terror m the general survrvmg populatron as a way of generatmg pressure for pohtrcal 

change, i e , to stop the German and Japanese war effort 5 Most people do not, 

however, see the bombing of crvrhan targets dunng war as analogous to the bombmg of 

Pan Am 103 We conclude, then, that our definitronal formula is still not adequate 

Back agam at the charred wreckage of Pan Am 103, we need to thmk more precisely 

about how and why rt differs Corn those devastated German and Japanese clues 

The real issue, perhaps, IS that Libya is not Just any state, but a state that sponsors 

terrorism, a terrorzst state Hopeful that we can now fintsh tlxs tedious process of 

defimtrons, we change the formula 

“terrorist state” + “agents” + “bombing” + “civilians” + “no apparent cause” = ‘cterronsm.” 

Thrs formula probably approxrmates what most Amencans beheve As a detimtron, 

though, rt IS a dismal farlure A tautology, It srmply leads us around a cncle, telhng us 

that there IS such a thmg as terronsm, and that rt IS the kmd of vrolence sponsored by 

states that sponsor terronsm Were we to try to work through thrs defimtron, we 

would be left wondermg whether states that sponsor terrorism are always terronst 

That IS, would rt be terronsm ifthey used vrolence to defend then homeland from an 

attack by another country 7 Thrs partrcular path of mquiry will most certamly not lead 

us to a clear track out of the defmrtronal maze, we wrll not pursue n further For all 

our effort, we strll have been unable to determine what essential charactenshcs define 

-_ 

5See for example. l7ze Economst (L,ondon), March 2, 1996, p 23 
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terronsm and set rt apart from other types of vrolence A green hedge looms, we are 

sull stuck 

Before trudgmg down another grassy corndor, however, we would do well to stop 

and reflect bnefly on the nature of the formulapst proposed Despite its farlure to 

define terronsm, it does offer msrghts It suggests that the essence of our 

understanding of terronsm resides not m the act of violence, nor its mtended 

consequences Rather, It focuses pnmanly, perhaps almost exclusrvely, on the identity 

of the perpetrator and hrs relatronshrp to us By extensron, thrs definitron suggests that 

acts of vrolence agamst civrhans connmtted by states mnmcal to our mterests are 

terrorism, whereas vrolence agamst crvrhans undertaken by the Umted States or our 

allies would not be understood m the same way 

Official Amencan pronouncements about terronsm have tended to derive from a 

formula which focuses on the perpetrator, whether state or sub-national group, and the 

relatronslnp of the perpetrator to the Umted States as the key determinant m whether or 

not a violent act agamst clvrhans consmutes terronsm or some other kmd of violence 

States appeanng on the U S terronsm hst are, m srgmficant ways other than then 

support for terronsm, innmcal to U S interests and values Moreover, I would argue, 

pubhcrzmg such hsts serves a posmve and exceedingly powerful pohtrcal purpose for 

the United States It depnves these states of many types of U S assrstance, although 

not of basrc drplomatrc recogmtron It pubhcly cautions mternatronal vrgrlance about 

the nature of these states’ actrvrtres throughout the world And, by servmg constant 

pubhc notice that the Umted States wrll respond to any new attack wrth determmatron, 

rt probably acts as a deterrent Thus, the formula deflnmg terronsm m terms hnked 

pnmarrly wrth the identity of the perpetrator IS extremely usef3 for pohtrcal purposes 
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But thrs formula also has serious flaws First, n suggests that terronsm 1s a discrete 

formula of violence, structurally different from other, legrtrmate or rllegrtrmate uses of 

coercive force It suggests that terronsm 1s practiced only, or at least pnmarrly, by 

certain groups or states It also suggests that an attack agamst crvrhans can probably 

be dealt wrth by “roundmg up the usual suspects,” an approach that ~trally led down 

the wrong path in the Oklahoma City bombing mcrdent Most nnportant, a narrow 

focus on the perpetrator -- or, the usual suspects -- leads us away from reflecting on 

what constitutes an act of terronsm, what rt can ‘buy” for the group or state that 

chooses to use it, and at what pnce That is, a definitron that focuses pnmanly on the 

who, hmits our ability to understand the how and why Ultrmately, because rt narrows 

our scope of questromng, it could hmit our abrhty to discern changes in the world that 

may make terronsm a more valuable tool and, m effect, undermine our abthty to 

respond 

What do we need to know? Frost, we need an analytrc framework that wrll finally 

spnng us out of the maze, a defimtronal structure that will tell us whether there IS a 

drscrete category of force or vrolence that can be clearly identified as terronsm If so, 

we need to know what drstmgmshes rt from other uses of force and / or vrolence We 

need to have some abrhty to pre&ct who nnght tend to use terronsm and why Is 

rehgron or Ideology. a cntrcal factor? Is relative power or weakness a key factor’ 

How can we gam insight about how to prevent It, or, rf it cannot be prevented, to 

defend agamst It In short, we need a Baron Antoine Hem-i Jonnm to define it, to 

codify the maneuver so to speak And, we need a Carl von Clausewrtz to help us 

understand how thrs maneuver, a form of coercive force long percerved as ahen to 

western notions of proper, crvrhzed warfare, may find an unwelcome place m a world m 
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which traditional pohtrcal power structures are senously eroded and the very order of 

human society and exrstence is raprdly chan_4ng 

It IS not accidental that I invoke two of the great military theonsts of modem 

western warfare as a way out of our defimtional conundrum 6 Rather, rt 1s to suggest 

that, Just as Jornnn pamstakmgly codrfied the maneuver he beheved made Napoleon the 

world’s greatest general, and Just as Clausewrtz described the fundamental relation 

between m&tax-y operations at all levels and the pohtrcal environment of the western 

nation state which generated them, we need to consider both “mihtary maneuver” and 

“‘pohtrcal context” Rowe are to have a crack at understandmg what terronsm IS and how 

it differs from any other uses of force and forms of vrolence 

TERRORISlVl AS MANEUVER: A WAY OUT OF THE MAZE? 

Our efforts to extract a defimtron of terronsm from consideration of three terronst 

mcrdents has amply demonstrated the inadequacy of much of our tradmonal thmkmg 

Moreover, although many of the questions rarsed by those mcrdents remam crmcal to a 

final definrtron, they do not yreld rt In the following sections, I propose a drfferent 

approach, based on the prermse that terronsm must fit someplace along a broad 

spectrum of use of force I wrll assume that terronsm, like any tactrcal nnhtary 

maneuver, IS only one of many moves or mstruments a leader rmght choose from a . 
toolbox of coercive tactics Moreover, I assume that terronsm, like other maneuvers, 

can be deconstructed mto analysis of capabrhtres and calculated vectors of attack 

toward objectives Thus, it 1s by comparmg tins “deconstructed” analysis with those 

of other uses of force that we can begm senously to differentiate terronsm from Its 

6N I or, must add, IS It hubns tis essay IS not mtended as a marker m nuhtary theory, but rather as a call for 
those markers to be laid damn 
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neighbors on that spectrum Thrs process of analysis will ultrmately descnbe a 

framework to serve as a startmg point for a more defensrble defirntron of terronsm At 

the very least, rt wrll catapult us out of the shadowy passageways of the definitronal 

maze and mto a bit more sun&me 

I begm from the prennse that there are three components to a typrcal terronst 

attack (1) the act of vrolence or coercxon Itself, (2) the intended recipient and the 

mtended result of that violence, a complex component of the defimtron that I wrll refer 

to simply as “object / vrctnn,” and finally (3) the perpetrator of the violence Each 

deserves serrous analysis 

There IS httle drsagreement about the type of vrolence or coercron most commonly 

used 111 attacks considered to be terronst For the hnnted purpose of laymg out a basic 

framework, I shall snnply adopt those catalogued m a prevrous study and note concerns 

about ways m which that violence could become more lethal A comprehensive study 

published m 1989 and based on 286 terronst mcrdents takmg place between July 1968 

and October 1988 came up wrth the followmg tally 

Bombings and attempted bombings of various kmds account for 39 per 
cent of the total Assassmatrons and attempted assassmatrons 
constnute 24 per cent of the total, wlnle hdnapping and hostage-takmg 
account for 14 per cent Fmally, hrjackmgs feature m 8 per cent of the 
items If one looks at frequencies from another angle, attacks on 
drplomats of all kmds feature m 9 per cent of the items and attacks on 
arrliners m 17 per cent 7 

Whrle thts catalog may well represent the lethal scope of past terronsts. there IS 

wrdespread concern that future mcrdents could mvolve mtinitely more lethal weapons 

‘Chnstopher Dobson and Ronald Payne, The Xever-Endmg War Terronsm IpI the 80 3 (I%3 York Facts on 
File, 19S9), pp 307-W Quoted m Adnen Guelke, op at, p 32 
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As 1s wrdely reported, chenncal and blologrcal weapons can be produced wrth relatrvely 

low techmcal slull levels Lack of adequate delivery systems wrll probably contmue to 

hrmt the cncumstances m which chemical weapons could be used effectively, 

unfortunately, the same constramts do not apply to delivery systems for brologrcal 

weapons Although there is wade debate about the ease wrth which would be terronsts 

could avarl themselves of nuclear technology, partrcularly the capabrlity to construct 

and deliver a bomb,* there are numerous potent& scenanos m whrch terronsts could 

effectively utrhze the threat of nuclear capabrhty or contammatron even wrthout a fully 

capable bomb or dehvery mechamsm g Furthermore, there 1s growmg concern that 

terrorrsts might use “stand-off’ weapons such as the Amencan Stmger or Russian SA-7 

stand-off nnssrles lo 

As we have seen m our prehmmary drscussron, however, the nature of vrolence or 

type of weapon, m rsolatron from other factors, seems to have relatively httle to do 

wrth whether an mcrdent IS considered terronsm or some other use of force or 

coercron For the purposes of an analyuc framework, therefore, rt IS adequate to note 

the type of violence used, the patterns that may drstmgursh one group’s fingerpnnt 

from that of another, and the growmg concern that potenual terronsts may have access 

to mcreasmgly lethal tools 111 the finure 

. 

‘See, for example, Karl-Hemz Kamp “Nuclear Terronsm--Hysterical Concern or Real &Sk” Aussenpohtzk 
Vol 46, h-o 3, pp 211-219 
‘See, for example, Charles J Dunlap Jr , “ Ho\+ We Lost the Hq$TechWar A Warmng from the Future.” The 
?Keek[l Standard, Januav 19,1996, pp 22-28 for a cbllmg hypothetical account of unusual use of nuclear 
technology 
“Steven Metz, “To Insure Domesuc Tranqmlhty Terronsm and the Pnce of Global Engagement,“ m Stephen 
C Pelletlere, ed , Terrormn Natxonal Secmty Pobcy and the Home Front (L’ S Army War College Strategx 
Studies Institute, May, 1995) pp SO, Sl 
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If the type of vrolence IS relatively msrgmficant m determmmg whether or not an act 

1s terronsm, the category I have termed “object / vrcum,” IS certamly not The 

rdentrficatron of the key components wrthm this category, and the relatIonships between 

them is, I wrll argue, a key factor m drfferentratmg terronsm from other violence 

Somewhat awkwardly, I will refer to three components, or “‘oblects,” wrthm thrs 

“obJecti’vrctim” category I define the first object as the immediate vrctnn(s) of 

vrolence, the second object as a specific, larger group of c~11la.n bystanders or 

onlookers whom the perpetrator intends to affect by the terronst act, and a thnd oblect 

as the specrfic action or response the terronst hopes the second group wrll take 

These are clearly not three equal objects, rather they outhne a sequence of vectors, 

each of which 1s mtended to set the followmg m matron 

Unfortunately, the first object IS generally clear enough the vrctrms of the vrolence 

itself In the case of Pan Am 103, they were the passengers who boarded a fateful 

fhght m London, m Ben-ut and Saud1 Arabra, they were the Amencan Marmes, soldiers 

and anmen who happened to be deployed at those duty posts Because vrctuns 111 the 

first category, or, what I am calhng the “first object,” are bang set up as an oblect 

lesson -- srmply a pomt to be made, xf you wrll -- then professron, or current drsposrtron 

(1 e , deployed mrht,ary or nnhtary on leave status) may be Important, but only msofar as 

It relates, or fals to relate, to the specifics of the second and tlnrd objects of the 

vrolence Thus, m tins category, the vrctnns may be c~vrlian or rmlaary, pohtrcal 

figures, drplomats, or anyone else whose status as vrctrm wrll serve the point the 

perpetrators mtend to make 

In contrast, understandmg the rdentrty and relatronslnps of the second and thnd 

objects of terronsm -- that IS, the larger group of crvrhan bystanders or onlookers 
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(Oblect 2) whom the perpetrator hopes to persuade to take some kmd of action (Object 

3) -- IS often exceedmgly drfficult As we shall see, however, rt is these two objects 

and then relatronshrp to each other that is central to definmg what 1s and what 1s not 

terronsm In some incidents we think of as terronst the identity and relatronshrp 

between these are clear, m others, the relatronsmp IS ambrguous, in yet others, there 

appears to be no second or tlnrd object at all To clarify the centrahty of the 

“oblect/vrctnn” category, it IS worth revrewmg several cases m some detarl I wrll 

present four groups of cases, each of which depicts a dflerent kmd of relatronslnp 

among the three objects or rarses an issue that must be addressed 

Case 1 -- Former Yu- $70 slavla. In the former Yugoslavra, as Bosman Mushms and 

Bosman Serbs have struggled to retain, or to gam, what they consider then place on the 

land, Serbs have commnted mass murders, torched property and systematrcally raped 

Bosman women In thrs case, the nnrnedrate vrctims of the vrolence are dead, or 

physrcally tormented and abused The purpose of Serbian atrocmes 1s not, however, 

drrected toward tins group, but toward a larger commumty of Bosman Mushms (Object 

2) The Serbs clearly mtended that the Bosman Mushms would take specific action 

(object 3) m response to the violence, by leavmg then lands and vrllages and effectively 

turnmg them over to Serbian control I1 

Case 2 -- Israeli I Pw ce process Several examples drawn from the Israeli / 

Palestrman context demonstrate more sophrstrcated relatronshrps wrthin the 

“‘object/vrctlm” category When Yrgal Amn assassinated Israeh Prune -Mmster Itzhak 

l1 In tis pamcular case neither side represented a fully consatuted state authomy Howmer, some scholars 
point out that tis pamcular pattern of \Tolence tilth the mtentlon to m-date 1s most commonly used by 
states. often agamst their own populations David Clandge, “State Terrorism? Applymg a Defimuonal 
Model ” Terrormn and Polrhcal b?oZence Vol 3 Ko 3 (Autumn 1996), pp 47-63 prowdes an excellent 
defimnonal framework for thts qpe of coercwe force 
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Rabin m November, 1995, he intended not only to lull lus mctim, but to mfluence the 

Israel1 pohtlcal establishment and Israeli public oplmon (Object 2) to stop the peace 

process (Object 3) Iromcally, two PaIestlman suicide attacks on Israeli buses m 

Jerusalem the followmg February and March shared the same goal The terronsts 

lulled multiple vrctlms, mcludmg themselves, they ldentltied Israeh public opuuon as a 

second object The ultnnate oblect of vloIence m all these cases seems to have been to 

persuade Israeh pubhc opuuon that the peace process was not tenable Their mtent 

was to kill the process of dialogue and accommodation to whch both the Israeli 

government and Palestman Authonty were committed 

“I . -- ed P-d m Tel AWV In cases where there 1s no exphclt 

statement regarding the mtended outcome of the violence, it becomes much more 

d&cult, and risky,, to tease out the relations among the three objects m the 

“object/victim” category I2 Yet, as we see m consldermg ths case, the pressures to 

make decisions and the nsk inherent m mcorrectly ldentlfylng relations urlthm the 

“object/victim” category can be enormous Consider, for example, the rather 

flamboyant Palestmmn attempt m 1989 to attack Israel by landing a small number of 

boats directly on Tel Aviv’s beaches In this case, the presumed pnmary object would 

have been those unfortunate clvlhans on Tel Aviv’s waterfront wthm weapon range as 

the assault started *Arguably, however -- and at thus stage we hypothesize, since there 

was not a clear statement of mtent -- there were at least two, qute &fferent but equally 

plausible scenanos vvlth regard to secondary objects either Palestman pubhc optmon, 

on one hand, or the U S government on the other Why? At the time, the Umted 

121f a group makes no statement about Its goals m a specific mcldent, but it has a knon;n clearly stated. 
o\emdmg purpose. one rmght deduce the probable mtenuons regardmg \lctnns Honever, as me come to ne 
analyze the agmiicance of thus category below, lt ml1 become clear that such hypxheses should not 
automatically be assumed 
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States had recently agreed to an official dialogue vvlth the PLO, but only after 

Chanman Arafat had pirouetted for months to present a convmcing statement that ins 

group had recognized Israel and renounced violence If we follow the logic of the first 

suggestion, that Palestmtan pubhc opmon was the intended second object of the attack, 

we rmght conclude that a renegade faction of the PLO staged the mcldent to show the 

strength and vitality of the “‘reJectiomst” stream, embarrass A&-at, and gam Palestinian 

support for the reJectlomsts I& on the other hand, we assume that the Umted States 

was the mtended second obJect, we would analyze the mcldent along very different 

lmes For example, we mrght argue that the PLO, m a corporate capacity, had really 

not grven up its cormmtment to terronsm, and by staging a raid that could be attributed 

to renegade factions, the PLO tried to back away from, or ‘test” the hrmts of maneuver 

room wnhm its dialogue with the United States In the second scenario, the Umted 

States, then, would have been the second obJect, and the U S /PLO &alogue the third 

As events unfolded, of course, Chairman Arafat’s failure to condemn the attempted 

assault made the hypothetical dlstmction moot The U S scuttled the dialogue with 

the PLO 

Case 4 -- 3 E,ed Bus, A final example demonstrates a quite different pattern In July, 

1989, a Palestuuan from Gaza grabbed the wheel of an Eged bus as it descended the 

mountainous road fi.om Jerusalem toward Tel Aviv The bus careened off the road 

mto a ravme, lullmg and woundmg a number of passengers As the Palestinian acted, 

he shouted the name of a fi-iend who had been crippled by Israeh mihtary fire durmg the 

early days of the Palestnnan upnsmg, or mtzf& In this case, there was no apparent 

mtent to identify a secondary group or any action that might, m our analysis, be 

considered a second or thnd ObJect We wrll return to this case for further analysis 

below 
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What becomes clear from revlewmg these cases 1s that thorough analysis of the 

obJect/v&m category 1s not always possible In some cases there is no clear 

indlcatlon about mtended obJect/vlctnns, no statement outhmng &mate mtended 

goals, nor sometunes even an indlcatlon about whch, &any group, perpetrated the act 

Nonetheless, the very process of careful and methodical exammatlon of the three 

possible “objects” clmfies some of the key &mdmg hnes between terronsm and other 

acts of violence Tlus 1s illustrated m the followmg chart 

WOIJ?NCF, OBJECT/‘JTGO~ 

violent act -------- victim of the violence --- bystander ----action 

1 Bosma x X X mtumdatlon 

2 Israel/ x 
Pal 

X X lull peace 
process 

3 Tel Aviv x (Intended) 
raid 

x (intended) X 3 

4 Bus attack x X Kane (?) Kane (7) 

5 Fast food x 
restaurant (as basehne case) 

X None None 

The Bosman and Israeli / Palestlman examples (Cases 1 and Z), demonstrate a fLlly 

articulated set of mtended ‘object/vlctnns,” a pattern that places these mcldents 

squarely w&m the parameters of violent acts we can consider terronsm In contrast, 

the attack on a hypothetlcal fast food restaurant (Case 5), which I have recalled from a 

previous sectIon as a non-terror& crnnmal basehne for compmson, shows a very 
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simple relation between act of violence and fist object only But what about the 

intended raid on a Tel Aviv beach (Cases 3), and the Eged bus mcldent caused by a 

Gazan Palestnnan (Case 4)? Clearly, on a spectrum of less to greater sophistication in 

the “oblect/victlm” category, they fail someplace between the Bosman and Israeh / 

Palestiman cases, on one hand, and the hypothetical restaurant case, on the other In 

Case 3, the Intended Tel Aviv raid, either of the two oblect/vxtim scenarios (or perhaps 

others we have not come up with) would make the object / victim category as 

sophisticated as any cited m Cases I or 2, thus it is safe to conclude that it also falls 

w~thm the parameters of terrorism 

The Eged bus madent, Case 4, on the other hand, is the most ambiguous In my 

view, the uncertamty about the identity and relationships between second and third 

objects strongly suggests that it hes on the dlvldmg hne between terrorist and 

non-terrorist uses of violence Official U S and Israeh responses to this mcldent, m 

fact, represented some ambivalence about whether it was terrorism or not With no 

mdication that the Gazan Palestlman had a second and thnd object m this case, the 

Umted States imtially reframed from characterizing it as terrorism, wlnle Israel Insisted 

that it was U S and Israel1 understanding of the facts of the case did not differ, they 

simply, at least imtially, used different criteria to decide where to draw the divldmg line 

between terrorism qnd non-terrorist cnmmal activity l3 

131n a superb analysrs of tis mcxient, Victor Levme dwzusses the non-defimt~onal, pohtlcal and legal - 
pressures that can compel a gobermnent to label an mcldent terronsm Although the particulars of his 
argument arc not xwhm the scope of tins paper, Levme’s essay clearly demonstrates that lack of clear cntena 
for defimng nhat 1s. and what IS not, terronsm has sigmficant pohtical benefits, as well as analytic r&s 
Victor T Lewne “The Logomachy of Terronsm On the Pohtlcal Uses and Abuses of Defimhon ” Terromm 
and Polzncal Eolence, Vol 7, No 4 (Wmter 1995) pp 45-49 Guelke also cites thus case as slgmficant, op 
nr ) p 10 

-_ 
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However one labels them, ambiguous cases hke the aborted Tel Aviv raid (No 3) 

and borderhne cases hke the Eged bus mcldent (No 4) present tremendous, high-risk 

analyuc challenges As the assumptions one has to make about the mtended second 

and third objects and the relations between them become more hypothetical or 

conjectural, the nsks of miscalculation -- and a counterproductive response -- increase 

exponentially Assume for a moment that the Gazan’s only Intent 111 commandeenng 

the Eged bus (Case 4) and dnvmg it mto a ravme was to avenge the manning of his 

fiend If the mcident was not terronsm, but a revenge lulhng, the perpetrator himself 

should have been tned accordmgly and fully punished under the law, treating it as 

terronsm (Ifit IS not), would have generated harsh collective pumshment of other 

Palestinians, a response which, to some extent, lets the perpetrator off the hook and, 

more important, instead of stopping the cycle of violence, provokes more 

confrontation, the potential for more mannmg and ktllmg, and yet another round of 

revenge lolhngs If, on the other hand, the Incident was terronsm -- that is an act of 

violence calculated to have an impact beyond the first set of victims -- the response 

should have been calibrated to deter anyone else from takmg another bus off the road 

The acute ambiguity mherent m Case 3 offers an equally dauntmg analytic challenge, 

one m winch the high nsk of rmscalculatlon created a high pohtlcal nsk 

Exammation of the object/victim category so far has shown that a key feature 

distmgmshmg terronsm from other acts of violence relates to the existence of a fully 

articulated set of objects w&m the “object/victim” category That IS, those cases 

showmg clear use of violence against one group as a way of mfluencmg another group 

to take (or avoid takmg) specific action, appear clearly to be terronsm, wlnle our 

baseline mcldent, without any articulation of second and thnd objects seems clearly not 

to be Moreover, this analysis has suggested that incidents between these two ends of 
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the spectrum, 1 e , those m which the second and thud objects are either not present or 

unclear, raise particularly challengmg analytic problems as well as htgh nsks We have 

begun to discern one of the distmctions between terronsm and non-terronst cnmmahty 

But there is another set of questions we must consider 

To do so, consider the followmg hypothetical cases Case 6 A five year old boy is 

abducted from his front yard HIS parents receive an anonymous letter demandmg 

ransom of five m&on dollars Case 7 A shopkeeper m a large city receives a visitor 

who demands payment of protection money at gun point The shopkeeper pays 

Case 8 A large-scale drug baron sends his men to use money and threat of death to 

“persuade” an nnportant border guard official to look the other way whtle a large 

cocame shipment crosses the border The official assumes he “‘cannot refuse ” The 

cocaine passes 

In each of these cases, all of winch we consider to be cnmmal and not terronst 

activmes, we observe the same pattern of object/victim we have seen in the Bosma and 

Israeli / Palestxman examples (Cases 1-3) the mtent to use vtolence agamst one person 

or group as a way of mfluencmg them, or another person or group to take (or refi-am 

from taking) a specific course of action What is it, then, that differentiates the 

obJect/victim relations typical of terronsm from the object/victim relations typical of 

other cnmmal actiyty 3 I propose the dlstmction IS m the composition of the second 

object and the nature of the specific action demanded as a third object In 

non-terronst cnmmal cases the second object tends to be individuals or small groups, 

and the third object related in some way to pecuniary mterests In the case of 

terrorism, however, the second object IS almost always a group of civilians who, actmg 

as a corporate or collective entny of some kmd -- ethmc group, nation-state -- are to 

bnng about a tlurd object defined m polmcal terms That is, m the case of terronsm, 
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the perpetrator has clearly rdentrfied the thmkmg of the c~vihan group (second object) 

-- the ‘Wrll of the people,” to use a Clausewrtuan term -- as a “center of gravrty” for 

achrevmg hrs pohtical objective If we have correctly rdentrfied thrs second drvrdmg 

hne between cnmmal actrvny and Its subset of terronsm, Case 8, the feeble descnptron 

of a hypothetrcal “narco-terrorism” case, should unpress us as borderhne between the 

two categones It does 

As we analyze what drstmguishes an act of terronsm from any other act of violence, 

we have drawn some important conclusions so far The type of vrolence used appears 

not to be crmcal to drstingmshmg terronsm from any other use of force or coercrve 

action We have identrfied the “obJect/vrctrm” category as central to the defimtron 

But what about the perpetrator3 

Actor I Per-p&&x 

If we accept the argument that terronsm is, essentrally, a coercive maneuver that 

follows somewhat predictable patterns, we must then ask who chooses to adopt that 

particular maneuver Wbrle the answer to that questron seems easy, we wrll see that rt 

rarses, m fact, some of the most drfiicult defmrtronal questrons relatmg to terronsm 

For, as hmted m the mtroductory section to thrs paper, we need aIso to ask m what 

crrcumstances a leader chooses to use terronsm, and, partrcularly rfwe are thmkmg 

about the future, we-must examme why Frrst thmgs first 
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Who uses terrorism? Examples cited earher m the essay give us part of the answer 

me an mdlvldual, acting alone14 
-- an mdlvldual, actmg on behalf of a collective 
-- a group of m&mduals actmg on behalf of an ethmc group 
-- sub-natlonal orgamzatron actmg on Its own 
-- “‘terror& state, through mdlt7lduals or sub-national groups 

These actors all fall urlthm our mtuitlve defimtlon of “who” comrmts terronsm Our 

earher dIscussIon suggests that cases m whch an indlvldual acts alone, without ties to a 

larger group or collective mterest, probably he m the border area between terronsm 

and crnninal act&y l5 If we fkther examine the remaming actors hsted above, 

however, It becomes clear that the cntlcal questlon IS not who, precisely, comrmtted the 

violent act, but on behalf of whom they comrmtted It There are two posslblhtles (a) 

perpetrators, in whatever combmatlon of the above, actmg on behalf of themselves as a 

collective, or on behalf of a sub-natlonal group, (b) perpetrators actmg as agents of a 

state 

If the perpetrators are actmg on behalf of a sub-national group or mterest, their 

violence IS almost certamly hnked m some way to an insurgent, or potentially insurgent, 

group, fightmg on behalf of a collective for pohtlcal goals that wrll alter their collective 

status vvlthm a larger pohtlcal structure, usually a state For these groups, effective 

use of terronsm 1s calculated as a maneuver to achieve spectic goals wlthm a larger 
l 

14A.n act bq an mn&&ual acung alone IS probably not a terronst mcldent, although some rmght cons&r it to 
be For example. the mcxdent m which the Gazan drove the bus off the h&t g may have been terrorism, but 
as ue haye seen, the case l+as ambiguous and probably hes on the &\Axng line between Rhat IS and what 1s not 
terronsm A more typxal case of an md~dual terronst would be Ylgal Armr, the assassm of the late Pnme 
Mmster Rabin Rho whether actmg offiaally as part of a collecm-e or not, clearly belreved hmself to be actmg 
OIJ behalf of his people, and m his case, at God’s behest 
“It 1s possrble, of course, that more than one m&vxiual. that IS a small group nught also act on then own and 
ulthout second and thxd ObJectIves, m that case, the madent should also be carefully raqe\%ed to deade 
nhether It 1s non-terronst cnmmal actlr?ty, or terronsm 
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campagn strategy l6 Why they c hoose terronsm and how it fits wlthm their broader 

ObJectIves 1s best analyzed by adoptmg a framework such as that proposed by Bard 

O’Yedl in his comprehensive work on terronsm and msurgency l7 

The second posslb&y, perpetrators actmg on behalf of a state, IS more complex A 

state may sponsor terronsm tiectly, on Its own behalf, or it may use any of a number 

of shadowy agents or mtermedarres to act for it Whatever the configuration of 

actors, however, and all our clarScatlons of terronsm as maneuver nomthstandmg, 

ths brings us mevltably back to the tautolom presented earlier in tins essay 

“terrorist state” + “attack” + “first ObJeCtn + “second object” + “third object+ = “terrorism.” 

If we are to complete our defimtlon of terrorism m a way that dlfferentlates it clearly 

from other types of coercive force, we obviously have to return to several dficult and 

still unanswered questlons How does terronsm, or coercive force, comrmtted by a 

“terronst state” differ from coercive force used by states we generally do not consider 

terror& If the coercive maneuver IS the same -- that is, If both are based on the 

formula “attack” + “first object” + “second (civilian) object” + “third object” as 

we have defined them above, what makes one case terronsm, and the other not7 

Moreover, what motivates states to resort to terrorism? Is it an ends-means calculus, 

or simply the result of mid-eyed fanatlclsm 7 To complete our defimtlon, we must find 

at least a tentative QlMdmg hne to dlfferentlate among these cases At ths pomt, 

however, we are no longer descnbmg a maneuver, we are trymg to understand Its 

pohtlcal context 

16T~s assemon. \vhlle rationall: correct, ~11 often be challenged by real-case analysts In many cases 
Insurgent groups, though the> have long-term goals, do not artxulate and pursue a coherent strare,gy for 
reachmg those goals 
17To understand terronsm of these groups m the polmcal context of these groups, one can turn to the analyw 
framellork outlmed m Bard O’NelI, Insurgency and Terrormn Imde Modern Revolunonary B’atfare 
(Washmgton Brassey’s, 1990) 
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TERRORIST MANEIYVER IN POLITICAL CONTEXT 

Public oprmon has rt that terronst states and then agents are nratronai actors, 

stealthy demons stalkmg the earth, bnngmg then horrible vroIence on unsuspectmg 

vrctrms Yet, as we have seen, the maneuver outhned by terronsm seems to be a 

well-constructed calculation of capabrhtres and vectors armed at partrcular objectrves 

We must consider, then, whether the overall pohtical calculus withm whrch a state 

resorts to terronsm mrght also be the result of broader, and quote rational, pohtrcal 

consrderatrons 

Arguably, tt 1s Returnmg for a moment to the maneuver Itself, we see that rt 

outlmes an intent to leverage mmrmal force for maxnnum gam, usmg as Its fulcrum the 

group we have rdentrfied as the second object Two other broader consrderatrons also 

enter the calculus, rt IS these, I propose, that ultrmately determme whether the 

maneuver IS successful or not They are the relative rmportance of the national 

mterest at stake to both partres, and, to a certam extent, then relative power To 

examme these two factors, let’s reconsider the example of the 1983 bombing of the 

Marine barracks m Beirut l8 In thrs case, the perpetrators’ goal was the wrthdrawal of 

U S forces from Lebanon. an objective that presumably ranked as vrtal m then order of 

natronal mterests Qn the other hand, Amencan interests in Lebanon at that pomt, 

whrle Important, could not be considered vrtal One can assume, then, that there was 

ample motrvatron (from the perspective of the group undertakmg the bombmg) to 

move agamst the Umted States At the same time, however, no ratronal calculatron on 

then part could have resulted m a decraon to counter the U S wrth an announced war 

‘* Thus analysts 1s drawn from my unpubhshed paper “Terronsm The L&mate Challenge to van Clausewtz’ 
Theoq of War,” wrnten for NDL core course. autumn, 1996 
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P and direct mrhtary force LogrcaIly, then, the perpetrators would have concluded that 

the best method for achrevmg then natronal interest, the wnhdrawal of U S forces from 

Lebanon, required a secret maneuver that would leverage mimmal force for maxrmum 

benefit, wrthout mcurrmg a direct full-scale m&tar-y response from the U S The 

perpetrators of the Marme barracks bombing were sworn enemres of the U S , then use 

of mmunal force to achreve their pohtrcal objectives was not only successful, but, I 

would suggest, totally ratronal Thus, though not all terronst attacks wrll succeed m 

reachmg then obJectives, it seems clear that many result from a rational process of 

werghmg nat1ona.l mterests, objectrves, ways and means 

P 

Thrs bnngs us back to the most dAE.xlt question what, then, dfierentrates 

state-sponsored terronsm from other, non-terronst uses of force3 The concept of 

Zegztmacy rs, I propose, one of the pnncrple drfferentratmg hnes That IS, m the case 

of a “terronst” state, we are convmced that use of ccterronsm” IS not legrtrmate In the 

case of a state using the same maneuver against its own cmzens, our vote would 

probably be mrxed lg In the case of a non-terronst state using the same maneuver 

agunst crtrzens of another state, we would probably msrst that, even rf coercrve force 1s 

used m a pattern mn-ronng the one we have associated wrth terronsm, rt IS legmmate 

use of force, m thrs case we would strongly object even to assocratmg the maneuver 

wrth terronsm, a term we reserve for condemmng “rllegitunate” acts of coercron 

Clearly, our concept of legrtmracy is cntrcal to the way we drfferentrate among these 

“1 u?Il not discuss a state’s use of terronsm agamst its own clbzens at length 111 thx essay However, I 
assume that our mtumve understandnrg of thrs formula of terronsm tracks ~th the amblvaIence of our age on 
one hand a e .suIl sense that soverexgn states shouId control a ents -Mun the= own terntones, a clam put 
fontard forcefully by Chma for example, when It resists U S “meddhng” m its human nghts practxes At the 
same ame mcreasmgIy m&ant groups the a orld ot er, ~th wide support from public opxuon m the U S , 
strongly support acb e mtervenfion on behalf of human nghts m other countnes As noted earher, David 
Clandge (op clt ) prcnxies a good defimuonal framework for analqng these cases 
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cases Having come that far, however, we obvrously need to explore what we mean by 

legmmacy 

In its most fundamental formulatron, legmmacy m the context of applymg force 

answers the simple question “under what condrtrons am I absolved from moral 

accountabrhty for lulling, m-g, or coercing another human being ” And, I would 

argue, several steps m the evolution of the western concepts of war have a direct 

bearmg on the way we now understand legrtrmacy and terronsm 2o To get at the issue 

of legmmacy, we need to take a qurck detour mto mrhtary history 

Western notrons of the legitnnate use of force are based on precedents established 

by rules of chrvahy clear dtstmctrons between those who fought and those who did 

not, the duty to protect crvrhans outside the scope of battle, and parameters of 

appropnate battle conduct, mcludmg the requnement that war be announced The 

rmd-seventeenth century created a new order, represented by the Treaty of Westphaha, 

m whrch the nation-state gamed the nght to legrtnnate use of force in defense of its 

own borders and cmzens, and the sovereign nght to deal wrth those matters Internal to 

its borders These drstmctrons continue to inform our basrc notrons about the 

legrtnnate use of force and the drstmctron between combatants and non-combatants to 

thrs day 

The practzce of war, in contrast, qurckly challenged, and eventually undermmed, 

these same drstmctrons Eapoleomc warfare championed the nght of the nation-state 

to extend Its own terntory, ostensrbly m defense of liberty and freedom for c&ens of 

other countries Moreover, to bolster fighting effectrveness, Napoleon harnessed the 

2oI am mdebted here to Adnan Guelke, op czt , for an excellent exammatlon of Issues of legtunacy and its 
relanon to ends and means, part~~I~1~ rn the context of terronsm Moreover I ackno\sledge a great debt to 
extensive readmgs mcluded m the core cumculum at the National War College, a wealth of mformation so 
great it would be dBicult to recall ho- each author mtluenced and mformed the analysis I present here 
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natronahsm and fightmg capacity of the crtrzen to hrs professronal mrhtary machme by 

mtroducmg the levee en masse Once unleashed as a fightmg force, the populatron at 

large -- that IS, crvrhans and then potential demographic and mdustnal capacity -- 

became, whether mtended or not, an mtegral part of the calculatron of wagmg and 

winnmg war The great mneteenth-century mrhtary strategrst, Carl von Clausewrtz, 

who captured the essence of Napoleomc warfare m hts bnlhant analysts On Wm, 

identified the “will of the people” as a key “center of gravrty” m the enemy populatron, 

and, as such, a legrtrmate, essential target m total war As events unfolded, m&tar-y 

machmes eventually completely absorbed, and eventually negated, the citrzen’s abrhty 

to “add value” to a country’s rmhtary mrght, resultmg, by the end of the first world 

war, m a terrible stalemate along demarcatmg front lmes As a result, mrhtary 

strategrsts began to look for new ways to get at the enemy’s center of gravrty by 

movmg around, or over, the front lmes 

Among those arguing for ways around the stalemate, the arguments of Gmho 

Douhet21 are partrcularly relevant to our drscussron of terronsm as maneuver In hrs 

enthusrasm for the mrhtary potential of the an-plane, Douhet explored the possrbrhty of 

an attacks on enemy centers of gravrty The an-plane, he suggested, would provrde a 

tremendous advantage by allowmg a surpnse attack on enemy centers of gravrty, whrch 

would, m turn, persuade the enemy to grve up the fight Here, then, we find the 

theoretrcal precedent, and lmphcrt Justrficatron, for the strategrc bombmg of German 

cities and the use of nuclear weapons on Japanese cmes 

We aIso find a formula for coercrve maneuver that parallels the formula we earher 

Identified as defimng terronsm the use of force agust one segment of the populatron 

2 ‘Gwho Douhet, The Command of the AS tram Dmo Ferran (New York Comrd-McCann, Inc , 1942, rpt 
Washmgton. D C Office of An Force Hxtory, 1983) pp 3-61 
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(Object l), to persuade a second group (Object 2), to grve up fighting (Object 3) We 

also note that, m finding a way around the stalemate of mass-on-mass ground warfare, 

Douhet and others also rmphcrtly espoused the notion that hmrted expenditure of force 

could effectively breach the enemy’s terntonal sanctuary, reach hrs critrcal center of 

gravny, I e , the wrll of the people to fight, and ultunately leverage thrs mmnnal 

mvestment into vrctory 

On reflection, then, we reahze that by the first part of the twentieth century, many 

of the fundamental prmcrples tradrtronally used to dfierente between legmmate and 

illegrtnnate use of force were, m effect, largely erased by the practrce of war Durmg 

the Cold War, tradmonal drstmctrons were further eroded, as the U S and Russian 

camps regularly used coercive maneuver -- wrthout a declaration of war or clear 

drstmctron between combatant and non-combatant -- as a means of fightmg rdeologrcal 

expansion The proxy and msurgent wars of the cold war years made tradmonal 

concepts of legmmacy m use of force seem quite antiquated Thus, although we still 

theoretrcally hold these Iof’ty prmcrples m hrgh esteem -- and we mtumvely apply them 

to drfferentrate between terronsm and other uses of coercrve force -- the fact IS they 

provide httle basis for cold, analyuc dtierentratron 

What does thrs tell us, then, about the difference between state-sponsored terronsm 

and what we have generally considered to be legmmate use of force’ Can we tclentlfjr 

a clean drvldmg hne between the two? Is it adequate sunply to state that “a formal 

declaratron of war” IS the correct, or at least an adequate, drvrdmg line7 Or, to go 

back to the begmmng of the essay, are we essentrally forced to say that terronsm IS not, 

after all, a drscrete maneuver, but srmply a pohtrcally powerful way of definmg “us” and 

“them3” 
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Or, to pursue another suggestion rarsed earlier m thrs essay, should we simply 

acknowledge that the very basis of war has changed m such a way that coercive 

maneuver -- that IS, the formula we have rdentrfied as fundamental to terronsm -- IS, m 

fact, a key component of modem warfare Were we to take the second course, we 

would have to re-thmk our approach to terronsm We would consider rt not only on 

the pohtrcal level We would also have to consrder it as a mrlitary maneuver, an option 

to be chosen by any antagomst who beheved that, by using It, he could a&eve 

operatronal goals wrth mmimal investment An antagonist could choose thrs kmd of 

maneuver to contnbute to a broader campargn along traditional hnes, or, m a srtuatron 

of hmrted objectives, he mrght snnply use coercive maneuver as an economic means of 

achrevmg lnmted goals 22 

If we choose to acknowledge that coercive maneuver IS srmply another entry m the 

lexrcon of warfightmg, we will also have to come to terms wrth identifying appropnate 

and proportronate responses to its use Given the mherent ambrgumes m many 

terronst attacks -- and the hrgh-nsks mherent m mrscalculatmg the relatrons among the 

parts of the maneuver we have described -- thrs will undoubtedly be the most Qfficuh 

challenge of all m analytic and nxhtary terms 

However we decide to relate to terronsm -- consrdenng rt ather a pohtrcal label to 

drstmgursh “us” from “them,” as a nnlitary challenge to rdentrfjr and confront. or as 

some combmatron of the two -- it seems unhkely that the Issue wrll Qsappear m the 

next two decades In a world mcreasmgly characterrzed by asymmetry of mrhtary 

power between the Umted States and any other power, rt IS not reahstrc to assume that 

221n an unpublished paper e-wrung the bombmg of the Ben-u Manne barracks, I have argued, m fact, that 
the terrorists &d precisely that usrng a nuummn mwstment tool, they managed to persuade the Umted States 
essenhally to whdraw from Lebanon 
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a weaker state or sub-natronal group would wrlhngly choose automatrc defeat m a 

conventronal confrontatron replete wrth a formal declaratron of war and other mcetles 

tradmonally used to bestow the drstmctron of legrtimacy on war when he could, wrth 

rmmmum Investment of force try to a&eve the same end through some kmd of 

coercive maneuver 

Unfortunately, terronsm and Its twm, coercrve maneuver, wrll not disappear 

Whether we wrsh rt or not, we wrll have to re-evaluate terronsm and its relation to 

other forms of crimmal behavror Even more importantly, we wrll have to re-evaluate 

Its relation to our long-held prmciples of what constrtutes legmmacy m usmg force It 

IS a deeply sobermg prospect, but we wrll stall have to decrde where to place that last 

definmg lme between terronsm and legmmate force 

(Total words in text 8125) 
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